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Responses to Comments from John and Noreen Cade 

39-1. The commenter is correct that land application of biosolids, as long as the provisions and
prohibitions of the GO are met, could occur in the Antelope Valley.

39-2. SWRCB staff respectfully disagrees with the implication in the comment that the EIR is
inadequate and that biosolids application projects under the GO would not protect water
quality in the Antelope Valley aquifer.  Master Responses 13, 14, and 15 generally describe
the basis for the analysis of potential groundwater quality impacts in the EIR with respect to
EPA’s risk assessments conducted for the Part 503 regulations, additional protective
measures included in the GO, and the authority of RWQCB staff to use monitoring and
professional judgment to determine whether a specific biosolids application project would
preserve water quality.

39-3. The commenter’s statement that treatment facilities in southern California do not produce
Class A biosolids is incorrect.  County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County and
Riverside produce Class A biosolids.  Additionally, several other wastewater districts in
southern California take their biosolids to composting facilities where Class A biosolids are
produced.  In fact, large quantities of composted biosolids are produced in southern
California.

39-4. The commenter provided articles from the Los Angeles Times, dated September 5, 1999,
reporting the Beach Cities problems with human sewage contaminating the waters from
Huntington Beach to Malibu and the resulting viruses and microbes found there.  The beach
closures that occurred were not a result of human sewage as previously reported.  They were
the result of a combination of factors, predominantly urban runoff.  A broken sewer line was
suspected of being the source, but this was found not to be the case.  Contaminated outflow
with high bacterial counts from a coastal wetland into which urban runoff flows is a
suspected source of the high onshore bacterial counts.  Flocks of birds on the beach also have
been shown to contribute to high shoreline bacterial counts (Barnett pers. comm.). These
issues are not relevant to the conclusions presented in the draft EIR on the land application
of biosolids.

39-5. See Response to Comment 39-2.

39-6. All biosolids transferred to arid areas for tilling into the soil would be required to be
incorporated into the soil within 24 hours of application.  Also see Master Response 9 on
wind-blown dust.

39-7. The commenter is concerned that children and the ill will breathe contaminated air resulting
from the land application of biosolids.  There has been some local controversy surrounding
a sludge composting facility in the Antelope Valley.  The GO contains provisions such that
biosolids land application operations would be subject to a thorough review through the
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general permitting process or as needed for an individual permit for a particular operation.
Also see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 40-7.

39-8. Dumping sewage sludge into the oceans did not beneficially use the material, nor did it take
advantage of the potentially beneficial characteristics of the material.  Ocean dumping was
adversely affecting marine environments, primarily by depleting oxygen supplies and
physically covering organisms.  Using biosolids as a soil amendment or fertilizer has been
practiced for decades without evidence of significant adverse effects.  The Antelope Valley
agricultural operations are not significantly different from many agricultural operations
throughout the state.  See Response to Comment 33-2.
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